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"~ INTRODUCTION

The decline in number of functions performed by rural families and the

.pise in extended education of rural youth at consolidated schools would
seem to offer the conditions for the development of a youth subjculture. Such
! __a;youth subculture may be termed a "contra-culture” insofar as it supports
attltudes contrary to those of the adult culture. We report here an attempt
40 ascertain whether there is evidence of an emerging youth contra-culture

iﬁwgf;ﬁiai Midwestern Area.

Wbrk 'in three relatively distinct areas of soc1ology suggests that the

development of a youth contra-culture may be of 1mportance in rural as well
-as in urban areas. Sociologists dealing with rural families have tended
- 40 emphasize the transformation of the traditional, closely knit rural

family to a form more closely resembling its urban counterpart.
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; ' Burgess et.al. (1963) have described the changes manifest in the rural
family today as a transition from an institutionalized "familism" in which
., the individual's allegiance and resources were committed first to family

needs and goals to a companlonshlp system in which the relative independence

- vem o wars a Cam s e e “- e

of the family unit is shattered as interaction w1th modernizing and urbanizing
4nfluences is increased, particularly among the young.

Rural ;ociologists generally emphasize the same changes. Rogers (1960:170£1)
emphasizes the.delimitation of the functions of farm families'today»and under-
scores his suggestion that they are drifting toward individualism by noting

that they may spend even less time together than urban families. Taylor
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and Jones (196L:3LLff.) characterize rhe present dey fare family as manifesting

& radical reduction of the "social space" it occupies in the lives of its

" -members.

Thus, rural American society increasingly approximates the conditions
. ———-Eisenstadt (2956:54) specified-as-leading to the‘formation'of.age~homogeneous

groups. Where family and kinship units cannot ensure, or even-impede,'the'
attainment of full’sociel status by their members, the important institutionalized
" roles of the system become independent of the family. Youth are pressed

together because of the need for learning the klnds of role performances

which will satisfy unlversallstlc standards for determining reward allocations
"™ “777§n the system; standards which are alien to their parents;
. — ~The development of such a phenomenon amcng American adolescents has
_been noted by several sociologists. Gottlieb and Ramsey (1964:29) argued
there was consensus among cbservers that an emergent adolescent sub-culture
_ existed due to the_protracted educational experiences made necessary by
_techneleé%cal chegge. Certainly the argument wasﬂgupported;ey Coleman (1961)
‘when he suggested that the most important inperactions of adolescents were
staged in isolation from adults. Also, Smith (1962) identified several
areas of serious youéh-adult conflict.

However, Schwartz and Merten (1967) and Snyder (1966) demonstrated

that youth sub-cultures may not be primarily contra-cultures and that they
R certainly cannot be characterized by a high degree of internal solidarity

and conformity. FHence, the prevelance of a youth contra-culture is problematic.

Few ettempts to apply the concept of youth contra-culture to rural
youth have been made. However, in one extensive effort, a study of 8,000

Pennsylvania youth, Bealer and Willits (1961) found no evidence for the

emergence of a youth contra-culture. The youth in their study accepted the
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family as their most important reference group and disagreement bétWeen
parents and youth developed over questions of when recognitipn.of maturity
should take pléce. Such'éonflicfs indicate acceptance of and eagernessf

to participate in adult éociety rather than a rgjection of it.

" A crucial element in the demonstration of the presence of a youth
contra-culture 1is the exteﬁt to which the attitudes of rural youth are deri&ed
rfrom their families as opposed to their peers. If assessments of the changing
rural family ave accurate, one would expect rural youth to have different
attitudes than adults; éven_their own parents. Following this sﬁggestion
we have examined the degree of correspoﬁdence between a sample of rural high

school students and one of their parents with respect to attitudes toward several

[

“minority groups.
- —-METHODOLOGY

The relative importance of family and peer groups in the development

;
i
1
i
}
i

...-of adolescent attitudes and behavior has usually been determined by asking
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o vo....adolescents who affected their decisions on certain matters, with little»or
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no independent testing of the reference groups for actual similarity of
‘attitudes. The analysis that follows is based on two independent sets of
data concerning students' and parents' attitudes toward minority groups.
The parents' data were collected as part of a household survey based

on an area probability sample of two rural counties,lone undergoing indus-
trialization and thé other a relatively stable and prosperous rural community
centered around a county-seat service city. In all, 1096 households were

- "4dncluded in'the sanple. The youth data were obtained from questionnaire
responses by students in consolidated high schools in the two counties.
Seven hundred and thirty—eight‘students coripleted schedules. There was

overlep in the two surveys in terms of the families serving as respondents:
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-that is, parallél data were available for headg of ﬁousehold and high school
students ?rom the same families. Seventy such instances of overlap were
identified. OF these, four haq to be dropped from the analysis because more
‘than five percent of thelrelevant détg'was incomplete. Thus, for 66 families
‘we had independent responses i;dm students and the hezd of their household

on the same questionnaire items.

A Bogardus Social Distance Scale was included in both survey instruments.
The ¥espondents vere asked to indicate whether they wvuld‘admit Latin Americans,
.Germans, Negroes, and Jews to employment in their occupatioen; to citizenship
in their country; to close kinship by marriage; to their street as neighbors;
aé ;is;tors to their country; and to their club asg personal chums,
" Formation of attitudes toward théée.minority groups seems to be

wpéiticularly significant to American concerns. Therefore, adolescents

-presumably are under pressure from both peers and family to formulate

-—attitudes toward these groups. This situation represents a possibility for

 —--—contradictory socialization between the beer group and the family.

Typically, parent-ycuth attitudinal studies have directed attention
.to attitudes regardiqg distinctly adolescent behaviors such as dress,
music, dating patterns, and use of automobiles. Although these kinds
.of concerns are ;ike;y points of conflict between paients and their
children, little is kncwn about competing peer and parental influence
on more sécially»relevant attitudes.
Our analysis was guided by the general assumption that a youth subeulture
‘serves as aﬁ important socializing agent and when the norms and attitudes

in the subculture are contrary to adult standards we may speak of a youth
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c&ntra~culture. Three indicators .of the existence of such a contra~culiure
were used. First, a significant difference between the mean social
-distance score of the students and the heads of their households would
"indicate that the students hold a different view of the desirable social
.= ---—distance between themselves and minoriiy groups than do their parents.
| Second, & distribution of scores with a smaller variance among the students

" than among the heads of household would indicate contra-culture pressures

for ettitude conformity. Finally, low correlatior of student-head of

household attitudes would indicate the relative uninfluential role of

tﬂe f&;ily ih the formation of adoléscent attitudes toward minority
"7 groups. Failure to observe theéé‘character?stics wduld.suggest the

—absence of a youth contra-~culture.

Table 1 about here

None of the indicators gives evidence of such a contra-culture. The
““gbsence of a significant aifference between the means of the heads of
household and student scores indicates that both desire much the same
level of social distance,
The absence of significant differerces in variance of scores
N;F;indicates that adolescent peers are no more in egreement regarding
social 9isténcecpreferences than are.their parents. The students
reflect fairly accurately the attitudes of their parents.
Finqlly, the correlations of student-head of household social
distence scores are significant for three of four minority groups -

Gernans, Negroes and Jews. The evidence seems to indicate o
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relatively strong faxily influence and ihe absence 6f an adolescent contra-
--eulture in these two rural areas.
‘Thus, generalizations sbout the decline of familism and the loss of
functions by the rural family should not be extended to tﬁe socialization
_”“:“br‘attitudes of rural youth. Rural high school students may spend less

time with their parents than formerly. They may be exposed to potentially '
attitude-changing, urban types of experiences and influences through
educatidn and occupational endeavors. But the evidence we found indicates
the continued importance of parents in determining their childreﬁ's
ettitudes toward minority groups. As Bealer and Willits (1961) indicate,
tﬁe concept of youth contra-culture cannot easily be extended to rural society. '

" For rural youth, basic attitudes may remain “traditional" and much like

- =memmedhot Of thelr parents,




i-‘d

v‘u'

gy amastt

L

LR 1) ) ..

R

| -

o atnashe vy e

Rt d

i

L

.
-
H
=
<
-
-
v
.

REFERENCES
Bealer, Robert, and Fern K. Willits
1961 "Ruial youth: a case study in the rebelliousness of adolescents."
The Annals of the American Academy of Politica; and~§ocial Sciences
338 (N;vember): 63—69. |
Burgess, Ernest W., Harvey J. Locke, and Mary Margaret Thomag
l§63 The Family from Institution to Companionship. New.York: American
Boék. Co. |
Coleman, James
1961 The Adolescent Society. Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press.
Eisenstadt, S. N.
.1956 From Generation to Generation: Age Groups and Social Structure.
% Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press.
Gottlieb, David, and Charles Ramsey
1964 The Anerican Adolescent. Homewood., Illinois: The Dorsey Press.
Rogers, Everett M.
1960 Social Change in Rural Society. New York: Appleton-Century~Crofis.
Schwartz, Gary, and Don Merten
1967 "The language of adolescence: an anthropological approach to the

youth culture." American Journal of Sociology 72 (March): L53-468.

Smith, Ernest

1962 American Youth Culture. New York: Free Press.
Snyder, Eldon E.
1966 "Socioceconomic variations, values and social participation among

-7 .high school students." Journal of Marriage end the Family 28

- {May): 1T7hL-176.



Table 1.

Social disbtance seale score means, variances and

correlations for Heads of Households and Students.

% a Heads of Household-
' Student r
Iatin Americans
Kgad of Househq;d 8.9 3.57 1T
Student 8.3 3.25
Germans
ﬁead of Household 7.1 2.96  JuT¥
Student T ,'2.65
Negroes
Head of Household 10.8  3.k4  JM¥
Student 10.1 3.h1
Jews
Head of Household ' 7.8  3.28 .h1¥
Soudent 9.2 3.58

* Qorvelation Coefficient

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

statistically significant.



